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(Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Senator from 
Connecticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL), the 
Senator from Alaska (Mr. BEGICH), the 
Senator from New York (Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND), the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) and the Senator 
from Oregon (Mr. MERKLEY) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 119, a bill to pro-
hibit the application of certain restric-
tive eligibility requirements to foreign 
nongovernmental organizations with 
respect to the provision of assistance 
under part I of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961. 

S. 148 

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. COWAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 148, a bill to safeguard 
America’s schools by using community 
policing strategies to prevent school 
violence and improve student and 
school safety. 

S. 150 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. COWAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 150, a bill to regulate as-
sault weapons, to ensure that the right 
to keep and bear arms is not unlimited, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 168 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. COWAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 168, a bill to amend the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to 
prohibit discrimination in the payment 
of wages on account of sex, race, or na-
tional origin, and for other purposes. 

S. 174 

At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. COWAN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 174, a bill to appro-
priately restrict sales of ammunition. 

S. 217 

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. HEINRICH) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 217, a bill to amend the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965 to require the Secretary of Edu-
cation to collect information from co-
educational elementary schools and 
secondary schools on such schools’ ath-
letic programs, and for other purposes. 

S. 223 

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 223, a bill to amend sec-
tion 217 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act to modify the visa waiver 
program, and for other purposes. 

S. 234 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) and the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. HELLER) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 234, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to permit certain 
retired members of the uniformed serv-
ices who have a service-connected dis-
ability to receive both disability com-
pensation from the Department of Vet-

erans Affairs for their disability and ei-
ther retired pay by reason of their 
years of military service or Combat- 
Related Special Compensation, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 263 

At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. JOHNSON) was withdrawn as a co-
sponsor of S. 263, a bill to amend the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985 to modify the 
discretionary spending limits to take 
into account savings resulting from the 
reduction in the number of Federal em-
ployees. 

AMENDMENT NO. 21 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
RUBIO) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 21 proposed to S. 47, a 
bill to reauthorize the Violence 
Against Women Act of 1994. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, 
Mr. ENZI, and Mr. BROWN): 

S. 281. A bill to amend the Food Se-
curity Act of 1985 to restore integrity 
to and strengthen payment limitation 
rules for commodity payments and 
benefits; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to talk about the farm bill and 
then specifically about reforming pay-
ment limits for farm programs. 

As one looks back to the fall of 2011 
and the failure of what was referred to 
as the ‘‘supercommittee,’’ we saw 
many committees continue on with 
business as usual afterwards. However, 
one committee’s members took it upon 
themselves to continue efforts to tack-
le spending and propose meaningful 
cuts—the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee. 

For that matter, the House Agri-
culture Committee worked towards 
that end as well. I commend Chairman 
STABENOW and then Ranking Member 
ROBERTS for corralling the many ideas 
of the members of the committee to 
write a bill that cut $23 billion. 

We were able to work in committee 
to get the bill done. We were able to 
work in a bipartisan manner to get the 
bill across the Senate floor. It is how 
legislation is supposed to be considered 
and debated in the Senate. 

One of the measures in last year’s 
farm bill was my proposal reforming 
payment limitations in the farm pro-
gram. 

Adopting reforms to payment limita-
tions contributed to the $23 billion in 
savings. Beyond just being a part of 
saving money, these reforms help en-
sure farm payments go to those who 
they were originally intended—small 
and medium-size farmers. 

In addition, the reforms include clos-
ing off loopholes so nonfarmers can’t 
game the system. I will come back to 

my proposed reforms in a minute after 
I say just a few words about the overall 
farm bill picture. 

As we all know, Congress was not 
able to complete work on the farm bill 
last year. But that is not for a lack of 
desire by either the Senate nor the 
House Agriculture Committees. There 
remains a desire to get a 5-year bill 
passed. 

Supporters of the farm bill need to 
take a hard look at what challenges 
were presented last year to getting the 
bill done. We need to forge ahead know-
ing some tough decisions need to be 
made. 

For the Senate, we need to consider 
whether it is realistic that we only re-
duce $4 billion out of the nearly $800 
billion nutrition title. More can and 
should be done. The nutrition title 
comprised by far and away the largest 
expenditure in the bill. 

There are more reforms we can make 
to programs such as food stamps, and 
they are reforms that cut down on 
waste, fraud, and abuse in the program 
but also safeguard assistance for people 
who need it. 

There are other programs we need to 
take a fresh look at. Should we accept 
the status quo on the sugar program? 
How do we handle dairy policy? What 
policy can we implement in the com-
modity program that won’t distort 
planting decisions but maintains an ef-
fective safety net? 

These are some of the many issues we 
need to debate again and decide. I, for 
one, hope we are able to start soon and 
work together to get a 5-year bill com-
pleted this year. Our farmers and rural 
communities deserve to have certainty. 

When we do move forward on drafting 
a new farm bill, I will again be pushing 
for the reforms to payment limita-
tions. That is why today I am intro-
ducing the Farm Program Integrity 
Act of 2013 with Senators JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, Senator ENZI, and Sen-
ator BROWN. 

The proposed legislation strikes a 
needed balance of recognizing the need 
for a farm safety net while making 
sure we have a defensible and respon-
sible safety net. 

In case there is any doubt, we do 
need a farm program safety net. For 
those who argue we do not need a safe-
ty net for our farmers, I argue they do 
not understand the danger of a nation 
which does not produce its own food. 

Take Germany and Japan during 
World War II, for instance. There came 
a point where their soldiers had dif-
ficulty fighting because they didn’t 
have food to eat. So today their respec-
tive governments maintain vigorous 
support for their farmers. 

It is a matter of social cohesion as 
well. Without a secure source of food, 
we jeopardize our very way of life. 
Look around the world where there is 
hunger and you see rioting, stealing, 
and other acts of violence. We need our 
farmers to keep producing our food. 

For all the advances in modern agri-
culture, farmers are still subject to 
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conditions out of their control. Just 
look at the drought that still grips 
much of the U.S. 

Without an adequate safety net, 
some farmers would be left with no 
ability to make it the following year. 
That would mean potentially less food 
being produced for an ever-increasing 
world population. That is a scary pros-
pect. 

While farmers need a safety net, 
there does come a point where a farmer 
gets big enough and financially secure 
so that he can weather tough times 
without much assistance from the gov-
ernment. 

Somehow, though, over the years 
there has developed this perverse sce-
nario where big farmers are receiving 
the lion’s share of farm program pay-
ments. We now have the largest 10 per-
cent of farmers receiving nearly 70 per-
cent of farm payments. 

There is nothing wrong with a farmer 
growing his operation, but the tax-
payer should not be subsidizing large 
farming operations to grow even larg-
er. By having reasonable caps on the 
amount of farm program payments any 
one farmer can receive, it helps ensure 
the program meets the intent of assist-
ing small and medium-size farmers 
through tough times. 

My proposed caps on payments will 
also help encourage the next genera-
tion of rural Americans to take up 
farming. 

I am approached time and again 
about how to help young people get 
into farming. When large farmers are 
able to use farm program payments to 
drive up the cost of land and rental 
rates, our farm programs end up hurt-
ing those they are meant to help. 

It is simply good policy to have a 
hard cap on the amount a farmer can 
receive in farm program payments. We 
will keep in place a much needed safety 
net for the farmers who need it most. 
And it will help reduce the negative 
impact farm payments have on land 
prices. 

Our bill sets the overall cap at 
$250,000 for a married couple. In my 
State, many people would say this is 
still too high. 

But I recognize that agriculture can 
look different around the country, and 
so this is a compromise. 

Just as important to setting a hard 
cap on payments is closing off loop-
holes that have allowed nonfarmers to 
game the farm program. 

The bill being introduced today will 
do this by cutting off the ability of 
these nonfarmers from abusing what is 
referred to as the ‘‘actively engaged’’ 
test. 

In essence, the law says one has to be 
actively engaged in farming to qualify 
for farm payments. However, this has 
been exploited by people who have vir-
tually nothing to do with the farming 
operation yet receive payments from 
the farm program. 

Our Nation has over $16 trillion in 
debt. We cannot afford to simply look 
the other way and let people abuse the 
farm program. 

The Farm Program Integrity Act of 
2013 is the same in purpose as what it 
states in the name. This is about in-
creasing the integrity of the program. 

My colleagues here in the Senate 
agreed with me last year as we in-
cluded these pivotal reforms in the 
farm bill. I am confident these reforms 
will garner similar approval in the 
113th Congress. 

I mentioned earlier how we need to 
assess some of the challenging areas of 
farm policy as we look to pass a 5-year 
farm bill, and some tough decisions 
need to be made. 

However, my proposed reforms re-
garding payment limits do not pose a 
tough decision. They are common sense 
and necessary reforms. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I rise today to join with my 
friend and colleague from Iowa, CHUCK 
GRASSLEY, in introducing the Farm 
Program Integrity Act of 2013, which 
would establish commonsense, mean-
ingful farm program payment limita-
tions. I am pleased that Senator 
SHERROD BROWN and Senator MIKE ENZI 
are also joining us in this effort. At a 
time when our country faces signifi-
cant budgetary constraints, it is im-
portant that we look for bipartisan and 
commonsense approaches to restruc-
turing programs in such a way that im-
proves their effectiveness while also re-
ducing the deficit. Our legislation will 
do that, and our approach has already 
garnered widespread support. 

The current structure of our farm 
support program has, in a number of 
ways, failed rural America. In 2008, the 
largest 12.4 percent of farms received 
62.4 percent of farm program payments, 
according to the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture’s Economic Re-
search Service, USDA ERS. With such 
a disproportionate share of the pro-
gram going to the largest, most cap-
italized operations, the small and me-
dium-sized family farmers are squeezed 
out of the business. The farm bill is in-
tended to provide programs that func-
tion as a safety net for farmers, but it 
has instead become a cash cow for the 
few large producers. We must maintain 
a safety net for producers, but the sys-
tem must be targeted to family farm-
ers instead of large agribusinesses. 

The 2008 farm bill took some impor-
tant steps to strengthen the integrity 
of our farm support system. The bill es-
tablished an income threshold for pro-
gram eligibility in which payments are 
limited to producers with less than 
$500,000 in non-farm Adjusted Gross In-
come, AGI, and $750,000 in on-farm AGI, 
for a total limit of $1.25 million AGI. 
Additionally, the law eliminated the 
triple-entity loophole and required 
that payments go to a specific indi-
vidual through direct attribution. 
These were important first steps. How-
ever, there is much more we must do to 
restore integrity to our farm programs. 

Under the current law, we have a sys-
tem of support for producers in the 
form of direct and counter-cyclical 
payments. Direct payments are capped 

at $40,000 and counter-cyclical pay-
ments are capped at $65,000; addition-
ally, there is no cap on marketing loan 
gains and loan deficiency payments, 
and thus, there is effectively no total 
limitation. This is unacceptable. With-
out a cap on payments, the Federal 
Government is subsidizing producers to 
get bigger, which in turn makes it 
more difficult for the smaller family 
farmers, and particularly young and 
beginning producers, to survive. 

Last June, we took some meaningful 
steps in the Senate to address the 
structure of our farm support system. 
Senators from both sides of the aisle 
came together to pass the Agriculture 
Reform, Food, and Jobs Act, S. 3240, 
commonly referred to as the farm bill, 
with broad support. The bill, as passed 
out of the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee, contained a hard cap of $50,000 
on payments under the new Agri-
culture Risk Coverage, ARC, program, 
a program developed to replace the an-
tiquated direct and counter-cyclical 
programs. 

The committee-reported bill also 
contained important language to close 
loopholes that have allowed ‘‘paper- 
partners,’’ or individuals not directly 
engaged in the farming operation, to 
receive farm program payments. The 
bill created an important new standard 
for determining who qualifies as a farm 
manager. In addition to the language 
incorporated into the underlying bill, 
Senator GRASSLEY and I also offered an 
amendment during floor consideration 
to cap marketing loan gains and loan 
deficiency payments at $75,000. Our 
amendment passed overwhelmingly 
with 75 votes. 

The House Agriculture Committee 
marked up and reported its own 
version of the farm bill reauthoriza-
tion. Unfortunately, the House leader-
ship refused to bring the bill to the 
floor before the end of 2012. As a result, 
Congress was left in the position of 
having to pass an extension of the 2008 
farm bill, and push off work on a full 
reauthorization, including the impor-
tant reforms we included in the Sen-
ate-passed bill, until the 113th Con-
gress. 

The legislation we are offering today 
combines the cap on farm program pay-
ments and language to close loopholes 
from the Senate-passed bill. As Con-
gress proceeds with reauthorizing our 
farm programs, I will continue pushing 
to ensure that we finally provide for 
meaningful payment limitations and 
target assistance to small and medium- 
sized family farms. 

As the most important industry in 
South Dakota, agriculture is the eco-
nomic engine that drives our rural 
communities. Without viable family 
farmers and ranchers, our small towns 
and Main Street businesses would face 
significant financial hardships. I have 
worked with Senator GRASSLEY on this 
issue for a number of years, and I’m 
proud to once again join with him 
today to continue this important fight. 
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By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. 

GRASSLEY, and Mr. LEAHY): 
S. 286. A bill to enhance civil pen-

alties under the Federal securities 
laws, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, today I am 
reintroducing the Strengthening En-
forcement of Civil Penalties Act or the 
SEC Penalties Act with my colleague, 
Senator GRASSLEY. I am pleased that 
Senator LEAHY has joined us in intro-
ducing the bill this year. 

The SEC Penalties Act will enhance 
the ability of securities regulators to 
protect investors and demand greater 
accountability from market players. 
Unfortunately, even after the financial 
crisis that crippled the economy, some 
on Wall Street continue to pursue prof-
its at all costs, making the calculated 
decision to do wrong and move on. 
Without the consequence of meaningful 
penalties to impact decision-making, I 
fear we will continue to witness a dis-
turbing culture of misconduct by some 
on Wall Street. 

The current regime for securities law 
violations limits by statute the 
amount of penalties the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, SEC, can fine 
an institution or individual. During 
hearings I held in 2011 in the Securi-
ties, Insurance, and Investment Bank-
ing Subcommittee, I found out how 
this limitation significantly ties the 
hands of the SEC in performing its en-
forcement duties. At that time, the 
agency had been criticized by a Federal 
judge for not obtaining a larger settle-
ment against Citigroup, a major player 
in the financial crisis that ended up 
settling with the SEC in an amount 
that was a fraction of the cost the 
bank had inflicted on investors and the 
profits the bank had ultimately pock-
eted. The SEC explained that the low 
settlement amount was because it was 
statutorily prohibited from levying a 
larger penalty. 

The bill we are introducing seeks to 
substantially update and strengthen 
the SEC’s civil penalties statute. This 
legislation should cause potential and 
current offenders to think twice before 
engaging in misconduct by increasing 
the statutory limits on civil monetary 
penalties, directly linking the size of 
these penalties to the scope of harm 
and associated investor losses, and sub-
stantially raising the financial stakes 
for repeat offenders of our nation’s se-
curities laws. 

Specifically, our bill would increase 
the per violation cap for the most egre-
gious securities laws violations to $1 
million per offense for individuals and 
$10 million per offense for entities. 
This will help ensure that the SEC’s 
most severe, or ‘‘tier three,’’ penalties 
will help deter people from engaging in 
the most serious offenses, rather than 
have such wrongdoing be viewed as just 
the cost of doing business. Under exist-
ing law, the SEC can only penalize in-
dividual securities law violators a max-
imum of $150,000 per offense and insti-
tutions $725,000 per offense. 

Our bill also would allow penalties 
equal to three times the economic gain 
of the violator. It provides a new cal-
culation method that includes the 
amount of associated investor losses as 
part of the penalty determination. This 
should allow the SEC to address situa-
tions where the actual economic gain 
to the violator is relatively small com-
pared to the extent of the wrongdoing 
or the harm caused to investors. 

The SEC Penalties Act also addresses 
the disconcerting trend of repeat of-
fenders on Wall Street. Our bill in-
cludes two statutory changes to sub-
stantially improve the ability of the 
SEC’s enforcement program to ratchet 
up penalties for recidivists. 

One provision would allow the SEC to 
triple the applicable penalty cap for re-
cidivists who, within the preceding five 
years, have been criminally convicted 
of securities fraud or been the subject 
of a judgment or order imposing mone-
tary, equitable, or administrative re-
lief in any action alleging SEC fraud. 

The other provision would allow the 
SEC to seek a civil penalty if an indi-
vidual or entity has violated an exist-
ing federal court injunction or bar im-
posed by the SEC. Many believe this 
approach would be more efficient, ef-
fective, and flexible than the current 
civil contempt remedy. 

Finally, under the SEC Penalties 
Act, the penalty relief available in ad-
ministrative proceedings would be the 
same as it is in district court. 

The nearly one-half of all U.S. house-
holds that own securities deserve a 
strong cop on the beat that has the 
tools it needs to go after fraudsters and 
the difficult cases arising from our in-
creasingly complex financial markets. 
The SEC Penalties Act will help by giv-
ing the SEC more tools to demand 
meaningful accountability from Wall 
Street and protect investors, which in 
turn will improve transparency and in-
crease confidence in our financial sys-
tem. I urge my colleagues to support 
this important bipartisan legislation. 

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself 
and Mrs. SHAHEEN): 

S. 289. A bill to extend the low-inter-
est refinancing provisions under the 
Local Development Business Loan Pro-
gram of the Small Business Adminis-
tration; to the Committee on Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor today to discuss the 
importance of small businesses in the 
United States. It cannot be stated 
enough that small businesses are the 
economic engines of our country. 
Small businesses also represent the es-
sence of the American Dream. They are 
creators of new jobs and innovative 
technologies. In fact, over the last 15 
years, businesses employing less than 
500 people have created 93 percent of all 
new jobs and employed 58.6 million 
workers. Businesses employing less 
than 20 people alone employed 21.3 mil-
lion workers. In my home state of Lou-
isiana, small businesses make up about 

98 percent of businesses. As Chair of 
the Senate Committee on Small Busi-
ness and Entrepreneurship, I remain fo-
cused on the needs of these small busi-
nesses. That is why I am here today to 
introduce a bill that I believe will help 
spur job creation among small busi-
nesses. 

As you know, right now our country 
is only slowly recovering from the 
worst economic downturn since the 
Great Depression. This economic down-
turn disproportionately affected small 
businesses and, in turn, stifled their 
ability to generate growth for the 
country. Sadly, since November 2008, 80 
percent of the job losses have come 
from small businesses. An estimated 
2.16 million jobs were lost in the pri-
vate sector from November 2008 
through February 2009—nearly 40 per-
cent from businesses with less than 50 
employees. Ten jobs lost here and five 
jobs there add up. These are the job 
losses that hurt our economy, our com-
munities and our families. 

With this in mind, I was proud to 
lead Congressional efforts to enact the 
Small Business Jobs Act of 2010, Public 
Law 111–240. President Obama signed 
this legislation into law on September 
27, 2010. This legislation focused on the 
three ‘‘C’s’’ important to small busi-
nesses: Capital, Contracting, and Coun-
seling. Today I would like to focus on 
Capital and more specifically, on the 
Small Business Administration’s 504 
Loan Refinancing Program, which un-
fortunately expired in September 2012. 

The 504 loan program is a long-term 
financing tool for economic develop-
ment that provides small businesses 
with long-term, fixed-rate loans to help 
them acquire major fixed assets and 
real estate for expansion or moderniza-
tion. The Small Business Jobs Act of 
2010 allowed small businesses to use the 
504 loan program to refinance certain 
qualifying existing debt for 2 years. 
While loan volumes were relatively low 
in the program’s first year, the SBA 
made a number of program modifica-
tions to encourage and allow more 
small businesses to take advantage of 
the long terms and low interest rates 
offered by the program. In fiscal year 
2012, the program’s second and final 
year, the SBA approved over 2,400 
refinancings for over $2.2 billion to 
small businesses. 

Unfortunately, on September 27, 2012, 
the program expired just as it was 
gaining traction in the small business 
community. Over the past year, in my 
conversations with small business own-
ers and in testimonies given in 
roundtables and hearings before the 
Committee on Small Business and En-
trepreneurship, I have consistently 
heard the need to extend this portion 
of the 504 loan program. The bill that I 
am introducing today would extend for 
5 years the provision allowing small 
business owners to use Small Business 
Administration, SBA, 504 loans to refi-
nance existing commercial mortgages. 
Extending the 504 refinancing program 
is a commonsense way to help small 
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businesses and create jobs. By allowing 
small businesses to refinance qualified 
commercial real estate debt, this pro-
gram lowers their monthly mortgage 
payments at no cost to taxpayers. At a 
time when we are still facing high un-
employment, this extension is one of 
many things that we should be doing to 
put more capital in the hands of Amer-
ica’s job creators. 

I would like to reiterate that this is 
not a new proposal, and it has consist-
ently received bipartisan support. In 
total, last year I filed this extension ei-
ther as a bill or an amendment four 
times. The 504 refinance provision ex-
tension was originally introduced as S. 
2364 by Senators SNOWE, LANDRIEU, 
ISAKSON, and SHAHEEN. Title II of the 
SUCCESS Act, which I introduced dur-
ing the 112th Congress, also included 
the refinance provision. On July 12, 
2012, the Senate voted on the SUCCESS 
Act as part of Senate Amendment 2521 
to S. 2237, the Small Business Jobs and 
Tax Relief Act of 2012. Although the 
amendment came up short of the 60 
votes needed to end debate, the SUC-
CESS Act amendment received a 
strong 57 bipartisan votes, including 
five of my Republican colleagues. Fi-
nally, I included the provision in a sub-
stitute amendment that I cosponsored 
to the JOBS Act of 2012 and offered the 
504 refinancing language as an amend-
ment to the Veterans Jobs Bill. I urge 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
to come together in support of this 
common-sense, cost effective program. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 289 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Commercial 
Real Estate and Economic Development Act 
of 2013’’ or the ‘‘CREED Act of 2013’’. 

SEC. 2. LOW-INTEREST REFINANCING UNDER 
THE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT BUSI-
NESS LOAN PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 1122(b) of the Small 
Business Jobs Act of 2010 (15 U.S.C. 696 note) 
is repealed. 

(b) RESTORATION OF LOW-INTEREST REFI-
NANCING PROVISION.—Subparagraph (C) of 
section 502(7) of the Small Business Invest-
ment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 696(7)) (relating to 
refinancing not involving expansions), as in 
effect on September 25, 2012, shall be in effect 
during the period beginning on the date of 
enactment of this Act and ending 5 years 
after that date of enactment. 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 29—TO CON-
STITUTE THE MAJORITY PAR-
TY’S MEMBERSHIP ON CERTAIN 
COMMITTEES FOR THE ONE HUN-
DRED THIRTEENTH CONGRESS, 
OR UNTIL THEIR SUCCESSORS 
ARE CHOSEN 

Mr. REID of Nevada submitted the 
following resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 29 
Resolved, That the following shall con-

stitute the majority party’s membership on 
the following committees for the One Hun-
dred Thirteenth Congress, or until their suc-
cessors are chosen. 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, 
AND FORESTRY: Ms. Stabenow (Chairman), 
Mr. Leahy, Mr. Harkin, Mr. Baucus, Mr. 
Brown, Ms. Klobuchar, Mr. Bennet, Mrs. 
Gillibrand, Mr. Donnelly, Ms. Heitkamp, and 
Mr. Cowan. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION: Mr. Rockefeller (Chair-
man), Mrs. Boxer, Mr. Nelson, Ms. Cantwell, 
Mr. Lautenberg, Mr. Pryor, Mrs. McCaskill, 
Ms. Klobuchar, Mr. Warner, Mr. Begich, Mr. 
Blumenthal, Mr. Schatz, and Mr. Cowan. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE: Mr. Baucus (Chair-
man), Mr. Rockefeller, Mr. Wyden, Mr. Schu-
mer, Ms. Stabenow, Ms. Cantwell, Mr. Nel-
son, Mr. Menendez, Mr. Carper, Mr. Cardin, 
Mr. Brown, Mr. Bennet, and Mr. Casey. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS: Mr. 
Menendez (Chairman), Mrs. Boxer, Mr. 
Cardin, Mr. Casey, Mrs. Shaheen, Mr. Coons, 
Mr. Durbin, Mr. Udall of New Mexico, Mr. 
Murphy, and Mr. Kaine. 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND ENTRE-
PRENEURSHIP: Ms. Landrieu (Chairman), Mr. 
Levin, Mr. Harkin, Ms. Cantwell, Mr. Pryor, 
Mr. Cardin, Mrs. Shaheen, Mrs. Hagan, Ms. 
Heitkamp, and Mr. Cowan. 

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE: Ms. Klobuchar 
(Vice Chairman), Mr. Casey, Mr. Warner, Mr. 
Sanders, Mr. Murphy, and Mr. Heinrich. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 30—ESTAB-
LISHING THE COMMITTEE TO RE-
DUCE GOVERNMENT WASTE 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for himself, 
Mr. ROBERTS, and Mr. ENZI) submitted 
the following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration: 

S. RES. 30 

Resolved, 
SECTION 1. ESTABLISHMENT. 

There shall be a Senate committee known 
as the Committee to Reduce Government 
Waste (referred to in this resolution as the 
‘‘committee’’). 
SEC. 2. MEMBERSHIP. 

(a) COMPOSITION.—The committee shall be 
composed of 12 members as follows: 

(1) 4 members from the Committee on Fi-
nance, 2 selected by the Majority Leader and 
2 selected by the Minority Leader. 

(2) 4 members from the Committee on Ap-
propriations, 2 selected by the Majority 
Leader and 2 selected by the Minority Lead-
er. 

(3) 4 members from the Committee on the 
Budget, 2 selected by the Majority Leader 
and 2 selected by the Minority Leader. 

(b) TENURE OF OFFICE.— 
(1) PERIOD OF APPOINTMENT.—Members 

shall be appointed for a period not to exceed 
6 years. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—No person shall continue 
to serve as a member of the committee after 
that person has ceased to be a member of the 
Committee from which the member was cho-
sen. 

(c) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy in the com-
mittee shall not affect its powers, but shall 
be filled in the same manner as the original 
appointment. 

(d) CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN.—The 
committee shall select a Chairman and Vice 
Chairman from among its members. 

(e) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of 
the committee shall constitute a quorum, 
but a lesser number of members may hold 
hearings. The powers conferred upon them 
under section 4 may be exercised by a major-
ity vote. 

SEC. 3. DUTIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The committee shall have 
the following duties: 

(1) STUDY.—The committee shall— 
(A) research, review, and study Federal 

programs that are underperforming or non-
essential; and 

(B) determine which Federal programs 
should be modified or eliminated. 

(2) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The committee 
shall develop recommendations to the Sen-
ate for actions designed to modify or elimi-
nate underperforming or nonessential Fed-
eral programs. 

(3) REPORTS AND LEGISLATION.—The com-
mittee shall submit to the Senate— 

(A) at least once a year, reports includ-
ing— 

(i) a detailed statement of the findings and 
conclusions of the committee; and 

(ii) a list of underperforming or non-
essential Federal programs; and 

(B) such legislation and administrative ac-
tions as the committee considers appro-
priate. 

(b) CONSIDERATION OF LEGISLATION.—Any 
legislation submitted to the Senate by the 
committee shall be considered under the pro-
visions of section 310 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 641). 

SEC. 4. POWERS. 

(a) HEARINGS.—The committee or, at its di-
rection, any subcommittee or member of the 
committee, may, for the purpose of carrying 
out the provisions of section 3— 

(1) sit and act, at any time, during the ses-
sions, recesses, and adjourned periods of con-
gress; 

(2) require as the committee considers nec-
essary, by subpoena or otherwise, the attend-
ance of witnesses and the production of 
books, papers, and documents; 

(3) administer oaths and take testimony; 
and 

(4) procure necessary printing and binding. 
(b) WITNESS ALLOWANCES AND FEES.—The 

provisions of section 1821 of title 28, United 
States Code, shall apply to witnesses re-
quested to appear at any hearing of the com-
mittee. The per diem and mileage allowances 
for witnesses shall be paid from funds avail-
able to pay the expenses of the committee. 

(c) EXPENDITURES.—The committee, or any 
subcommittee thereof, is authorized to make 
such expenditures as it deems advisable. 

SEC. 5. APPOINTMENT AND COMPENSATION OF 
STAFF. 

Except as otherwise provided by law, the 
committee shall have the power to appoint 
and fix the compensation of the Chief of 
Staff of the committee and such experts and 
clerical, stenographic, and other assistants 
as the committee deems advisable. 

SEC. 6. PAYMENT OF EXPENSES. 

The expenses of the committee shall be 
paid from the contingent fund of the Senate. 
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